^ SamS ' In addition, the Examiner indicated in the .dvisory 
Actlon that the ice was not considered. The XOS 1. .being re- 
submi tted with this continuation fiPP lication 

— ;n rr;:: rr e rir . the 

al so .nciudes a t n ^ ^ ^ 

" 5 e t'niin ^e missing copies will follow shortly. 
the parent ^ ^ ^ parent plication the 

Examiner reacted claims 1 to 11 under 3^ -ond 
paragraph, as being indefinite, xn view of the o 
paragrap. , r i a i m 1. The Examiner's 

-consisting essentially of in claim 

wnn to employ "consisting of" m claim 1 has been 
suggestion to employ . Tt is 

. \„rt The same language is used in claim 27. It 

:r::;d n ^ i - n a rs no ^ OPen to 

„ Tiqr 112, first paragraph. 
Und " " T» the -al action on the parent appUcatioo ^e 
Examiner reacted claims 1 to 11 and 27 to 28 under 35 USC 

I ig en : iety exclusively at at least one °" 

he monoclonal antibody, whereby the connate antibody 
\ , capable of delivering the antigen moiety to the 

I l C gI P senling cells o f a host and capable of eliciting an 
ilne response to the antigen moiety. 

in clude immunogenic compositions comprising u m lecul. 
As previously pointed out, Baier 

■ • of a ao-120 peptide and antibody Fab fragments 
provision or a gp t"=F 



reactive with surface structure! displayed on APCs Such 

re aenerated by DNA methodology. It is clear that 

in the chimeric molecules. The Examiner asserted in 

221 on the parent application that applicants terminology 

"monoclonal antibody moiety" includes the Fab fragments of 

Bai "' it has previously been pointed out to the Examiner 
in the parent case that applicants employed a complete - 

necessarily agreeing with the Examiner, the monoclonal 
antibody moiety now is defined in claims 1 * » 

-bivalent". That the monoclonal antrbody xs bxvalent xs 
etil from consideration of applicants subsid iary claxm . 

it is noted that claim 3, for example, refers 
xn this regard, xt x not said monoclonal antibody 

t0 ^. "IIL^n the Inoclon^antibody moiety of claim 

7; a d mon onal antibody moiety, must contain both heavy 

n iSht chains and hence is bivalent. For further empha xs 
S to provide antecedent basis for the language o claxm 3, 
claim 1 has been additionally amended to refer tc > the 
.onoclonal antibody moiety possessing heavy and ^ 

It is submitted that the "monoclonal antxbody 

•^»rt in claim 1 is not anticipated by the Fab 
mnietv recited m ciaim ± 

, h h„ Raier et al. Even if the term were 
fragments disclosed by Baxer et ax. 

interpreted in the manner of the Final Act.cn xn tj» 
application, and thereby claim 1 arguably antxcxpate 
abundantly clear that claims 3 to U cannot be °°™<^ 
anticipated since those claims specifically reguxre that the 
monoclonal antibody moiety have ^ heavy and Ixgh ch n 
which clearly is not the case for the monovalent Fab fragment 
described by^aier. ^ ^ _ ^ ^ 

the above discussion, it is submitted that each of claxms 1 



4- a m-irioated by Baier et al and hence 
n and 27 to 28 is not anticipated 

1" 1 to 11. 27 an d 23 are not open to reaction We, 35 

nsc 102(a) as being anticipated by Baier et al. 

USC m th e Final Action on the parent the 

Ex aminer reacted claims 1 to 11, 2, and 2B u der 

102(b) as being anticipated by or, 

35 USC 103(a) as being obvious over Barber 

4 ' 950 ' 48 \s previously noted in t h e prosecution of the parent 
• the Barber et al reference is acknowledged m the 
application, the Barber et ^ ^ ^ 

specification, for example, on page z, 
To As described therein, b iotin-streptavidin based 

lotion was used to link antibody and antigen to provide 
mo lecule used for targeting the antigen to the antigen 
molecule inherent disadvantages to the 

presenting cells. There a ^ 
chemical coupling technique employed by Barber e 

• Td (tvoically about 20%) and the variability between 
yield (typically adeq uate control on the 

different preparations. There locat ion of 

paragraph bridging pages 2357 and 2358 

The present invention meets the need to p 
coniugates of targeting antibodies and antigens of specific 

producible structure in high yields. Xn the present 
invention, as defined in claim 1, there is provided a 
recombinant conjugate antibody molecule which con-ts o a 
^I^noclonal antibody moiety having heavy and light 
chains and specific for a surface structure o ant, * 
presenting cells, nenetic^modified to cent a in a least 
antigen moiety e Ji clu Jt ivel y ^t^leas^^ 
the monoclonal antibody moiety. This language defines 
structure different from that provided by Barber et al. 



in the Final Action on the parent application, the 

Examiner states: pr0 cess by which the 

"Examiner agrees that the proce Y generated are 
antibody-antigen fusxon proteins g ^ ^ 

different. However, product by p Applic ant 
patentably distinct in J P" G " ■ proteins. The 

^iSnt ™t t^tSS. have 

Recombinant antigen-anybody "i*^ 

^proteins." (B-phasis added, - 
Applicant agrees largely with this analysis However 

rir gu :; i n -aii ^ «» 

mo iety exclusively at ^ ^ast ^^^^ ls 

ti:::: STr c :: y inan T t h :it^^7;nd _ ^ 

:i ^ C on jUg ate antibody molecule aiso 

*. a structural limitation on the molecule which 
rtlrlntiatirthe structure from that obtained in Barber et 

The lacx of adequate control on the amount of 

, well as the exact location of the reaction 
coupled " I al ensures that the antigen 

in the prior art of Barber et a preselected 
moiety is not coupled exclusively at at least E_ 
Tite i-o ^ monoclonal antibody moiety as required by 

^"-""rraminer further stated in the F inal action on 
the parent^le^ ^ ^ 

chemical coupling technxqae . H^ver^ PP 
dLa=ger:rtL°^ f ferent methods used to 
obtain the product are irrelevant. 
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However, as explained above, it is these very disadvantages of 
the method used which leads to the different structural 
features of claim 1 which differentiate from the cited prior 
art By effecting the recombinant production claimed therein, 
it is possible to locate the antigen moiety exclusively , at a 
^selected site on the antibody moiety, a result which is not 
^~a^7using the biotin-streptavidin based interaction to 
link the antibody and antigen as in the case of the Barber et 
al U.S. Patent No. 4,950,480 reference. 

Accordingly, it is submitted that claims 1 to 11 and 
27 to 28 are not open to rejection under 35 USC 102(b) as 
anticipated by, or in the alternative, under 35 USC 103(a) as 
obvious over U.S. Patent No. 4,950,480. 

in the parent application, the Examiner rejected 
claims 1 to 11, 27 and 28 under 35 OSC 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 4,950,480 in view of U.S. 
Patent No. 5,196,520. 

The Examiner, accordingly, made a third reaction of 
claims 1 to 11, 27 and 28 based on U.S. Patent No. 4,950,480: 

(A) anticipated by 4,950,480 

(B) obvious over 4,950,480 alone 

(C) obvious over 4,950,480 in combination with 
5,196,320. 

The necessity to make three rejections of the same claims 
shows a clear lack of conviction on the part of the Examiner 
as to the relationship of the claims to the prior art. 

The Examiner stated in the Final Action on the 
parent application that the >320 patent: 

-teaches the generation , of singly j chain^ntibody^ 

antibodies . " 

Applicants have discussed the Examiner's interpretation of the 
applicant's claim language above with respect to the rejection 
based on Baier et al. Applicant's claims now specif really 
recite that the monoclonal antibody has heavy and light 



chains, thereby clearly excluding the single chain antibody 
fusions such as are disclosed in the ^320 patent. 

Having regard to the applicant's claim language and 
having regard to the clear distinctions between applicants 
conjugate molecules and those disclosed in the M80 patent, it 
is submitted that the claims of this application are 
patentably distinguished from the combination of U.S. Patents 
Nos. 4,950,480 and 5,196,320 and hence claims 1 to 11 and 
to 28 are not open to rejection under 35 USC 103 as 
unpatentable over the combination of prior art. 

These amendments and arguments in support of 
patentability of the amended claims are submitted at this time 
in the interests of expediting prosecution. 

It is proposed to amend the drawings and the 
description thereof in order to separately label the views 
contained within the Figures and in accordance with the 
description of the views of Figures 1 to 4 as contained on 
page 9, line 4 to page 10, line 3. In addition, the 
disclosure has been amended in order to indicate that Figures 
6 9 and 10 include multiple panels and to provide further 
identification of the panels. These changes correspond to 
those made in the parent filing. 

It is believed that this application is now m 
condition for allowance and early and favourable consideration 
and allowance are respectfully solicited. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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